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ABSTRACT

The effect of computer experience on state anxiety was
investigated for both computer and paper-and-pencil
administrations.

It was hypothesized that, when assessed via

computer, subjects having low computer experience would show
significantly higher state anxiety scores than their computer
experienced counterparts.

Sixty undergraduate students were

administered the State portion of the State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory via paper-and-pencil (P-A-P) and computer (CRT) in
counterbalanced design, with pretest levels of computer experience
and trait anxiety being premeasured.
Results indicated that there were no significant differences
between the CRT, P-A-P, and trait anxiety groups.

These findings

reveal no significant difference between level of computer
experience (high or low) and state anxiety assessed via computer,
!_(1,56) = 1.33, J:>.75.

These results do not support the

hypothesis that level of computer experience affects state anxiety
scores in undergraduate students.
Many methodological factors were considered in attempting to
understand the data.

In addition, the following suggestions to

future research were forwarded:

(1) limit the level of computer

exposure to "none" for the computer inexperienced group (as
opposed to "less than once a month" used in the current study);

and (2) draw subjects from a clinical population (e.g., anxiety
patients) in order to measure the relationship between computer
experience and state anxiety within a population most closely
affected by the measures.
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INTRODUCTION

In the past two decades, computers have played an
increasingly i mportant role in psychological assessment.

Mental

health professionals have adapted computers for use in the
administration, scoring, and interpretation of psychological tests
(Burke

& Normand, 1987).

Due to more affordable pricing, and

readily available software, computers can be found in increasing
numbers of offices providing psychological services.

This trend

has reached a point where some believe those clinicians who fail
to develop an understanding of computer technology may be left
behind by more enlightened colleagues (Pressman, 1984).
Much of the early research on computerized psychological
assessment involved its use in psychiatric interviews (Smith,
1963; Kleinmuntz
Roth, Colby,

& McLean, 1968; Slack & Van Cura, 1968; Stillman,

& Rosenbaum, 1969; Evans & Miller, 1969; Koson,

Kitchen, Kochen,

& Stodolosky, 1970), and scoring and

interpretation of psychological reports (Fowler, 1969).

In a

review of early studies on psychiatric interviewing, scoring and
interpretation of psychological data, Space (1981) concluded that
the use of computers enhance accuracy, speed data analysis, reduce
potentially embarrassing situations, and convey questions in a
conceptually neutral form.
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Early research involved the automation of existing
psychological tests as well.

Elwood (1969) described an

automated version of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS).
In a pilot study, Elwood (1969) used a counterbalanced design to
evaluate the reliability of this form of administration.

He

administered the WAIS to thirty-five subjects with an average
interval of 110 days between tests.

He reported high reliability

coefficients between computer administration and face-to-face
administration for three WAIS performance subtests:

Block Design

(r = . 91), Picture Arrangement (.E_ = .83), and Object Assembly
(r = .84), as well as the prorated Performance IQ (.E_ = .92).
Elwood and Griffin (1972) found similar results using the
full automated WAIS.

They tested thirty subjects in a test retest

paradigm using the computer administered version of the WAIS with
an average interval of 9.4 days between testing sessions; no
reasons were given for the large difference in average retest
interval between the Elwood and Griffin (1972) and Elwood (1969)
studies.

They reported high test-retest reliabilities for Verbal

IQ(_£= .97), Performance IQ (r = .95) and Full-Scale IQ
(r = .98).

These results were not significantly different from

either the WAIS manual or face-to-face testing procedures used by
Coons and Peacock (1959).
Other automated psychological tests have demonstrated similar
high reliabilities.

Overton and Scott (1972) reported results

with 240 retarded subjects using an automated version of the
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (Dunn, 1965).

They

compared scores on both forms of the PPVT using manual and
automated presentation (with a five minute interval between tests)
in a test-retest paradigm with orders of testing counterbalanced.
Results indicated that automated testing yielded similar
reliability coefficients (rs= .91 to .94) as those reported in
the PPVT manual.
Dunn, Lushene, and O'Neil (1972) reported the feasibility
(although not reliability) of totally automating the
administration, scoring and interpretation of the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI).

Scissons (1976) tested

80 subjects using both pencil-and-paper and automated versions of
the California Psychological Inventory (CPI).

Subjects were

randomly assigned to one of four groups (male and female computer
administration or male and female pencil-and-paper
administration).

Scissons reported significant differences

between the two male groups on eight of the eleven scales with the
two largest differences being:

(1) Good Impression (male

computer,!= 13.65; male paper-and-pencil (P-A-P), M = 20.61;
.!_(28) = -3.70; _E<.0007 and (2) Responsibility (male computer,
!

= 23.55; male P-A-P, M = 28.33; !_(28)

-2.81; _E<.008.

The two

female experimental groups demonstrated a significant difference
only on the Femininity scale (female computer,!= 14.80; female
P-A-P, ~ = 16.67; .!_ = 2.01, _E<.05).

In addition, Scissons found

significantly more omitted items by both male and female computer
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groups:

t(28)

respectively.

=

2.61, _p_

=

.01 and !(28)

=

3.69,

.£

=

.003,

In an attempt to explain scale differences,

Scissons suggested that the higher number of omitted items for the
computer administered group may have reduced test validity.

He

suggested the larger number of omitted items i n the computer
groups may have been due to a heightened state of anxiety for
those in the computer groups, and/or that items were more easily
omitted in the computer than paper-and-pencil groups.
In recent years, debate has escalated regarding computerbased assessment.

The increased interest is due, in part, to a

proliferation of software packages designed to administer and
interpret psychological tests.

Included in the debate are

positions advocating guidelines to insure proper accountability,
as well as legal and ethical considerations (Hartman, 1986).
Space (1981) reported the advantages and disadvantages of the
computer as psychometrician.

Among the positives, he found

computers reduced turn-around time to the referral source, reduced
costs by permitting clerks to do routine chores formerly done by
the psychologist, increased reliability for both administration
and interpretation, and gave individual clinicians access to
expertise, via the expert whose interpretation the software
utilized, in areas potentially unfamiliar.
On the other hand, he reported the negative potential for
computer-based methods to be depersonalizing to the individual,
incapable of considering unique characteristics of the person,
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creating a feeling of powerlessness over the situation for the
clinician and test taker, and not being sensitive to the emotional
environment of the individual.

It should be noted that Space

( 1981), nevertheless, defended computerized assessment and
supported its use against these potential disadvantages.
Taylor (1983), in his overview of computerized assessment,
included the effects of using a computer terminal to present
testing.

He reported that few individuals have experience viewing

and responding to material presented via computer on cathode ray
tubes (CRT).

He raised the question, "Would the testing terminal

not seem strange, threatening, and possibly even sinister to
testees (p. 24)?"
Moore, Summer, and Bloor (1984) administered the Crown-Crisp
Experiential Index to 41 newly delivered mothers and eighteen not
yet delivered mothers (as controls) via computer.

All fifty-nine

subjects answered a questionnaire about their attitudes toward
using the computer.

Although no statistical comparisons were

reported, subjects were "almost unanimous" in their support of the
computer as acceptable and easy to use.

Elwood and Clark (1978)

found similar attitudes with children using a computerized version
of the PPVT.
Skinner and Pakula (1986) reported that while assessment
standardization may be an obvious advantage of computerized
testing, other determinants must be considered.

These include the

way in which the individual is introduced to the computer,
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similarity between hardware used to administer tests, and the
assessment context as variables important to standardizing
computerized assessment.

Their review questions whether there is

differential validity and reliability between traditional and
computerized assessments.

Additionally, they raise questions

similar to Taylor (1983) regarding the possibility of a bias
against those who have little educational, recreational or
employment access to computers.

In other words, do variables such

as anxiety, low motivation, hostility, or other factors illicited
by novel presentation of information interfere with individuals'
optimal performance on computer-assisted tests.
Hedl, O'Neil, and Hansen (1973) studied the effects of
anxiety reactions on computer-based testing procedures.

In their

study, 48 undergraduate students were given three separate
intelligence tests using a counterbalanced design at intervals of
one week between each test.

The A-Trait Scale of the State-Trait

Anxiety Inventory (STAI) was given as a pretest.

The subjects

were administered the Slosson Intelligence Test (SIT), WAIS, and
computer-based Slosson Intelligence Test (SIT-C).

Before and

after each administration of the respective intelligence test,
each subject was administered the A-State scale (a five item
measure of current anxiety) from the STAI.

Prior to the computer-

based administration, the subject was asked to respond to a brief
attitude scale regarding computer administration.

The authors

were interested in determining whether the SIT-C would result in
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"less stressful" testing for the subjects in comparison to the
traditionally administered SIT and WAIS.
Results indicated the computerized SIT-C resulted in higher
state anxiety levels

(l!

= 11.4) than either of the traditionally

admin istered tests (WAIS, M = 9.4; SIT,
_E<.01.

l!

= 9.4) !_(2,225) = 19.9,

However, the subjects reported numerous procedural

variables determining affective reactions, including clarity of
instruction, unfamiliarity with terminal operation, and
interaction required with the computer program.

In addition, the

computerized version failed to terminate testing when ceiling
items were reached.

The authors speculated that this may have

increased the anxiety level in subjects due to failure response.
Katz and Dalby (1981) tested 40 gifted and 40 behavior
problem children to determine the effectiveness of computerassisted psychological assessment as an alternative to traditional
assessment methods.

Each child was administered the State-Trait

Anxiety Inventory for Children, and FIR0-BC personality
inven to ries with half in each group having the inventories
presented via CRT.

All children were retested using the same mode

of administration they first received at a one-week interval.
Prior to receiving the personality inventories, each child was
given a Likert-type item to determine previous computer experience
and a Semantic Differential Questionnaire to determine the
subject's attitude toward computers.

Their results indicated that

both groups had an initially favorable perception of computers in
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the pretest but perception of those subjects receiving tests via
CRT significantly increased £(1,72) = 12.48, 2_<.05.

In addition,

test-retest correlations were significant (ranging from r = .5 to
r = .9) for all FIRO-BC scales regardless of method of
administration.

These results were in sharp contrast to those of

Hedl et al. (1973).

A possible explanation for the discrepancy

betwe e n these two studies may be the advance in computer
technology during the eight years separating them.

In addition,

there was an age difference between subjects with the Hedl et al.
study using undergraduate students (no mean age was reported) as
compared to children in the Katz and Dalby study (mean age, 10.2
years ) .

Katz and Dalby (1981), in explaining this difference,

concluded that it may be due to the natural ability of a child to
acclimate to an unfamiliar environment.
Lushene, O'Neil, and Dunn (1974) studied computerized
ad~inistration using the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI). ~ Sixty-three female undergraduate psychology
students were subjects.

Each subject was administered the MMPI

using a counterbalanced design.

Random assignment was made to

either the computer or booklet version for the first
administration and then the order reversed for the next
administration.

The Anxiety State scale of the STAI (form A) was

used as a pretest and posttest measurement of state anxiety
reactions.

It was administered four times (i.e., before and after

the computer and booklet administrations).
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The results indicated test-retest coefficients were all
significant beyond the .01 level and ranged from
r = .92, overall.

.E

= .45 to

The three way interaction (Groups x Mode x

Pre-Post) was significant:
following observations:

!_(1,168) = 26.99, £<.001, yielding the

(1) higher state anxiety levels for

computer versus booklet administration; (2) higher state anxiety
for the first versus second administration; (3) a significant
decrease from pretest to posttest state anxiety for the computer
version (_E<.01); and (4) no significant change from pretest to
posttest for the booklet version.

In addition, the lack of more

deviant profiles in the computer treatment led the authors to
conclude that initial state anxiety found in the computer version
was not maintained throughout the test.

This again is in contrast

to Hedl et al. (1973) in which higher levels of anxiety were
maintained throughout testing.
Biskin and Kolotkin (1977) administered the MMPI to 126 male
undergraduate students.

The students were randomly assigned to

one of three groups, either paper-pencil form, or one of the two
computer-administered forms.

Results indicated a significantly

larger number of omitted items (_E<.05) in the computer conditions

(M = 15.757) than in the paper-pencil condition(!!= 1.889).

A

second study was conducted to determine if the high number of
omitted items was due to the mode of administration in the
computer condition, the method of omitting items, or different
directions given the computer versus paper-pencil group.

In the
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second experiment, the method of omitting questions was altered in
both P-A-P and computer condition (the two computer conditions
were condensed into one).

The paper-pencil group was required to

answer"?" to all questions left blank, as opposed to simply
leaving them blank as before, and the computer group had only to
press return to omit items as opposed to pressing"?" then return.
This time, each group omitted approximately the same number (11).
This revealed that nonstandardized test administrations can vary
responses and ultimately alter profiles.

In addition, it was

reported that the MMPI scale 6 was significantly higher (_E<.05) in
the modified P-A-P (raw score M = 11.381) administration than the
modif i ed computer (raw score M = 9.889).

The authors offered no

explanation for this.
The aforementioned studies provide evidence that, while testretest reliability appears favorable for automated testing,
anxiety affects performance, at least initially, on computer
administered psychological tests.

However, a clear understanding

of how computer experience affects state anxiety in subjects being
administered psychological tests via computer does not exist.
Therefore, the current study examined the effects of computer
experience on state anxiety.

The goal of this study was to

determine whether subjects with little or no computer experience
demonstrate higher levels of state anxiety while answering
questions on a computer than those with greater computer
experience.

An inverse relationship was expected between level of
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experience and state anxiety difference scores between the CRT and
P-A-P administrations.

That is, it was hypothesized that subjects

having low computer experience would have significantly higher
CRT/P-A-P differences on state anxiety than high computer
experience subjects.

Although no hypotheses were made regarding

trait anxiety, all subjects were assessed on that dimension.
data were analyzed to examine possible influences of the trait
anxiety variable.

The

METHOD

Subjects
Sixty undergraduate students from Introductory Psychology
classes at the University of Central Florida in Orlando, Florida,
were asked to volunteer.

The average age was 18.78 years.

After

reading and signing an information and consent form (Appendix A),
the subjects were given a screening battery consisting of a
computer experience questionnaire and the Trait portion of the
STAI.

Based on these scores, subjects were assigned to one of

four g roups .

Instruments
The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch,
Lushene, 1983) (Appendix C) was used.

&

The STAI is a forty item

measu r e of both state anxiety (situational or acute) and trait
anxiety (a specific individual's "anxiety proneness").

Test-

retest correlations for the STAI (as reported by the authors) for
male Trait-anxiety are

.E.

twenty-day intervals, and

=
.E.

.84 for one-hour intervals, .E_
=

=

.86 for

.73 for 1O4-day intervals.

Correlations for females were between r = .76 and r = .77 for the
same intervals.

Test-retest correlations for State-Anxiety were

(as would be expected) much lower ranging from E_
and r

=

.33, respectively for males; and r
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=

=

.16, r

.33,

=

E.

=

.54

.27 and
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_E_ = .31, respectively for females.

Extensive construct validity

data were reported with those most relevant to the current study
reported here.

Spielberger et al. (1983) compared the STAI Trait

anxiety with other measures of anxiety.

They reported

correlations of _E_ = .80 with the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale,
r = .52 with the Affective Adjective Checklist, and r = .75 with
the IPAT Anxiety Scale.

Evidence of State-Anxiety construct

validity was demonstrated using college students under normal and
exam conditions (male,!!_= 40.02,
!!_ = 39.39,

!!

!!

= 54.99, respectively; female,

= 60.51, respectively).

The current study programmed

twenty questions comprising the State-Anxiety portion of the STAI
on the Apple II+ using the Test and Questionnaire Construction
(T+Q) Kit version 1.0 (Meier

& Geiger,

1984).

The T+Q kit is a

software package designed to computerize multiple choice tests.
An experience questionnaire (Appendix B) was developed in
order to determine the subject's level of computer experience.
This survey contains nine self-report items based on the subject's
experience with personal computers.

The subject was asked to

answer each of the nine questions by circling a number from one
through five, with one signifying no use and five signifying daily
use.

A raw score was obtained by adding the numbers circled on

each of the nine items.

Procedure
Subjects were drawn from introductory psychology classes at
the University of Central Florida.

The examiner visited each
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class and asked interested students to sign an informed consent
form.

Those consenting to participate were administered the

pretesting phase, i.e., the screening test for computer experience
and the Trait portion of the STAI.

Phone numbers were collected

from those subjects wishing to continue participation with
instructions that they would be contacted the following week if
further participation was requested.

Subjects meeting the

criterion for one of the four experimental groups were placed in
each of the respective groups until each group contained fifteen
subjects (plus five alternates to counter attrition).

Individual

appointments were scheduled with each subject and they were
instructed where to meet.
The laboratory was housed at one end of a mobile classroom
used for psychological research.

It consisted of four Apple II+

computers with Sanyo VM 4509 black and white monitors positioned
on individual office desks.
back-to-back.

These desks were facing one another

One large desk (seating up to four subjects) for

the P-A-P administration and one smaller desk for the
administrator were also provided.

The room accommodated up to

eight subjects at any given time (i.e., 4 CRT and 4 P-A-P), but
rarely were more than four subjects in the lab at one time.

The

administrator was dressed casually and greeted each subject in
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friendly manner.
Upon arrival, subjects were randomly assigned to either the
P-A-P or CRT mode of administration for the STAI State portion.
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This was accomplished by alternating presentation (i.e., every
other subject received CRT administration initially).

Subjects

receiving the CRT administration first were given brief
instructions on how to operate the computer (i.e., how to type in
their own name, the date and find the "enter" key) and then given
the instructions (Appendix D) on-screen.

Those subjects receiving

the P-A-P version initially were given brief instructions (i.e.,
to fill in their name, date, age, sex and read the instructions on
the sheet) and asked to fill out the twenty STAI-State items using
a #2 medium lead pencil.

Upon completing the task, each subject

was scheduled to return approximately the same time seven days
later (due to scheduling conflicts, one subject returned 5 days
and two 9 days later).

On the second administration day, the

administrations were counterbalanced (i.e., those receiving the
CRT initially were given the P-A-P and vice versa).

Design
A counterbalanced 3-way correlational design was used as
follows:
operation.

computer experience, level of trait anxiety, and mode of
Each of these factors has two levels as the

i~dependent variables: computer experience or inexperience, high
or low anxiety, P-A-P or computer administration.
was the dependent variable.

State anxiety

Method of testing administration

(P-A-P or CRT) was randomly assigned in each group and
counterbalanced.

Level of computer experience was determined by
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scores on a test of computer experience which was developed for
this study.
For all cells, the top one-third and bottom one-third of the
sample were used as initial cutoff criteria for the study.

Those

with raw scores between 9 and 14 constituted the low computer
experience group (provided they answered 3, periodic usage, on two
or less items)

while those having a raw score between 21 and 45

made up the computer experienced group (provided they responded 4,
frequent computer use, on at least one item).

Level of trait

anxiety was determined by raw scores on the Trait portion of the
STAI.

Those raw scores between 21 and 33 were placed in the low

trait anxiety group, with those scoring between 42 and 61 being
placed in the high trait anxiety group.

Finally, subjects were

matched into one of four groups, depending on pretest scores
(i.e., high experience/high anxiety, low experience/high anxiety,
high experience/low anxiety, low experience/low anxiety).
Subjects not falling within this paradigm were excluded from
participation.

Results
Data analyses consisted of comparing means of the groups.
Table 1 contains the means and standard deviations for all scores.
No significant difference was obtained between levels of computer
experience (high or low) and state anxiety assessed via computer,
!'_(1,58) = 1.33, E_>.75.

No significant difference was obtained
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TABLE 1
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND ANALYSIS OF
VARIANCE FOR CRT AND P-A-P SCORES

COMPARISON
GROUPS
AND RATING

M

S.D.

F

1:.

CE/SAC
High
Low

35.28
34.39

10 .19
11.76

1.33

.755

CE/ SAPP
High
Low

33.0
33 .48

11.03
12.45

1.27

.874

CE/TARS
High
Low

38.79
37.81

10 .56
10.95

1.07

.724

2.28
.90

9 .69
7.59

1.63

.546

ORD/SAC
CRT 1st
P-A-P 1st

34.86
24. 77

9.59
12.24

1.63

.975

ORD/SAPP
CRT 1st
P-A-P 1st

32.59
33.87

8.81
13.98

2.52

.670

TA/SAC
High
Low

41.90
27.73

9.04
7.63

1.41

.001*

40.33
26.17

11.62
6.24

3.47

.001*

CE/ ADIFF
High
Low

TA/SAPP
High
Low

ADIFF = Difference Between SAC and SAPP Raw Scores
CE
Computer Experience
ORD
= Order of Administration
SAC
= State Anxiety Computer Administration
SAPP = State Anxiety Paper-and-Pencil Administration
TA
Trait Anxiety
TARS
Trait Anxiety ~aw Score
* Significant level of difference
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between levels of computer experience (high or low) and state
anxiety assessed via paper-and-pencil, £(1,58) = 1.27, E>.87.
Using the numerical difference score between computer and
paper-and-pencil administrations, no significant difference was
obtained, £(1,58) = 1.63, E>.54.

In addition, no differences were

demonstrated with respect to the order of administration (i.e.,
CRT or P-A-P first) on either the computer, £_(1,58) = 1.63, E>.97,
or paper-and-pencil administrations, £(1,58) = 2.52, E>.67,
suggesting the absence of an order effect.

In terms of trait

anxiety measures, results indicate no significant differences
between computer experience and trait anxiety raw scores,
£(1,58) = 1.07, .r_>.72.

However, significant differences were seen

between trait anxiety groups (i.e., high or low) and state anxiety
computer computer scores, £(1,58) = 1.41, E<.001, and state
anxiety paper-and-pencil scores, £(1,58) = 3.47, 2<.001.

DISCUSSION

The current study hypothesized that subjects with little
computer experience would report higher state anxiety levels when
tested via computer than those subjects having greater computer
experience.

This hypothesis was not supported and results suggest

that level of computer experience has no effect on state or trait
anxiety scores in college students being administered anxiety
tests via computer.
In viewing the current results, three important factors must
be considered.

First, the college population from which these

data were collected may be fairly unrepresentative of those
individuals likely to require psychological assessment.

College

students, by definition, are quite malleable when facing novel
experiences, such as using an unfamiliar computer.

Flexibility

and adaptability in new learning situations are necessary skills
for successful completion of a college curriculum, yet may be
absent in individuals experiencing psychological distress.
Secondly, low computer experience group members reported
"periodic" (more than 3 times in my life, but less than once a
month) computer usage on as many as two of the nine areas
questioned.

This suggests that despite having low computer

experience, some computer exposure has occurred.

In addition, th e

mean score for the high trait anxiety group was within the average
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range for the college population as reported by Spielberger et al.
(1983).

This suggests that the definition of high trait anxiety

used related only to those subjects within the current study's
sample not relative to the general college population.
Thirdly, filling out a Likert-type anxiety questionnaire may
be perceived as a novel task by subjects, thus masking CRT/P-A-P
differences between the groups.

Conversely, individuals seeking

assistance in a clinical setting may be experiencing much higher
levels of distress resulting in a different perception of the
situation.

An individual experiencing a high degree of anxiety

not only experiences physiological symptoms but may also
demonstrate cognitive effects such as difficulty concentrating or
a sensation of "their mind going blank" ( American Psychiatric
Association, 1987).

These symptoms may become more pronounced

when a highly anxious individual attempts to perform a novel task
(such as taking a test via computer).
The current results add favorable support to the advancement
of automation in the assessment of personality.

These results

appear to have especially strong implications for computer
administration of personality tests within college counseling
settings.

They appear to dispel Taylor's (1983) concern that

testing computer inexperienced subjects via computer may elicit a

view of the computer as "threatening and sinister," thus
interfering with optimal performance.

While assessing subjectS'

views was beyond the scope of this study, level of computer
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experience did not appear to influence the scores obta i ned
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suggesting that Taylor's concern may be unjustified, at least with
respect to college populations.
The current study is in contrast to Hedl, O'Neil and Hansen's
(1973) finding that computerized administration of the Slosson
Intelligence Test resulted i n higher state anxiety levels.

A

number of differences between the two studies accounts for this
disparity.

As mentioned earlier, procedural flaws in the Hedl et

al. study were believed to increase subject's anxiety level.
Improvements in computer technology since 1973, and the userfriendly nature of the present study's computer program, places
the recent subjects more at ease, thus minimizing state anxiety
caused by the unfamiliar task.

In addition, computers have become

more widely used and acce pt ed in the 15 years since the Hedl et
al. study which places the current subjects further at ease in
terms of computer familiarity.
Perhaps the most important difference between the Hedl et al.
and current studies may be the instruments used.

Hedl et al., as

well as many early investigators, used intelligence tests which
emphasized finding the correct answer among several choices.

The

evaluative nature of this type of test is likely to be
threatening, and thus, anxiety provoking for subjects when
administered in the usual face-to-face form.

However, when

subjects are asked to perform these tests using an unfamiliar
computer (as did Hedl et al.), one might expect anxiety levels to
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increase as the need to figure out how to operate the machine is
added.

On the other hand, the current study used a personality

test containing self-report questionnaires having no right or
wrong responses.

This type of test is not likely to elicit the

same magnitude of emotional response as intellectual tests due to
the less evaluative format.

In fact, substantial affective

differences may exist between CRT administration of intellectual
as opposed to personality tests.

This suggests caution is needed

when attempting to compare data from these different types of
instruments.
Analysis of Lushene, O'Neil and Dunn's (1974) finding that
subjects taking the MMPI via computer report higher state anxiety
levels for CRT versus P-A-P are also in contrast to the current
findings.

However, the Lushene et al. study reported that,

overall, subjects experience an initial rise in state anxiety when
faced with computerized assessment, which did not continue
throughout testing or affect subsequent MMPI profiles.

Again, the

difference between the Lushene et al. and the current study is
attributed to the more advanced state of present computer
technology.
While the current study sheds light on the relationship
between computer experience and computer administered state
anxiety tests, it does not address the effects of computer
experience on clinical populations being tested via computer.
Further research is needed to explore this area, as well as th e
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relationships among age, occupation and education levels on
anxiety levels elicited by computer administered psychological
testing.
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The purpose of this form is to provide you with information
about a research project which is being conducted and to request
that you participate. The study is investigating the prevalence
of anxiety in different modes of test administration. The
research is being conducted by Timothy D. Orrell, as part of his
Master's thesis, and is being supervised by Burton I. Blau, Ph.D.,
of the Department of Psychology at the University of Central
Florida.
Participation entails filling out a brief descriptive
questionnaire and one longer questionnaire. A few days later, you
might be asked to return and complete another of two short
questionnaires (the final of which will be given one week later).
The first part will take approximately fifteen minutes and the
second part approximately ten minutes.
All information obtained in this study will remain completely
confidential. After all information has been gathered, the data
will be coded to link the questionnaires; your name will not be
connected to the responses. After signing this Consent Form, you
may withdraw from the study and have your questionnaires destroyed
if you change your mind about participating.
Your professor and/or the University will not have access to
results of individual participants. A copy of the completed study
will be on file at the UCF library under the name of Timothy D.
Orrell.
The risks of participating in this study are minimal. It is
possible that participation may be beneficial in that it may
enlighten and provide insight into how individuals respond to
different testing situations and conditions.

------------------------------------------------------------------

I have read the above information and I freely agree to
participate in this research.

Signature:

Date:
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Name:

Phone Number:

(please print)

(after 6 p .m.)

Age:

Computer Experience Questionnaire
Directions:

Please answer the following statements by circling
the number which best describes your level of
personal computer experience.
1.

Never:

(never used a personal computer)

2.

Seldom:

3.

Periodically: (more than 3 times in my life
but less than once a month)

4.

Frequently:
not daily)

5.

Daily: (use a personal computer for recreation,
school, work, or other activities every day)

(2-3 times in my life)

(1 or more times per month but

N

D

e

a

V

i
1
y

e

r
1.

I use a computer for computer games ( not

- 3 - 4 - 5

including video games in an arcade):

1 - 2

2.

I use a computer for school work:

1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5

3.

I use a computer for word processing:

1

2 - 3 - 4

4.

I program computers:

1

2 - 3 - 4 - 5

5.

I use a computer on my job:

1

2

6.

I use a computer for other activities:

1

2 - 3 - 4 - 5

7.

I type on a computer key board ( not

including a cash register):

1

2

3 - 4 - 5

8.

I use management and/or graphics software:

1

2

3 - 4 - 5

9.

I use a computer modem ( not including

teletype communications) :

-

3 - 4

- 5

- 5

1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5
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T_

DIRECTIONS: A number or statemcnis which people have~ to
de~..:ribc 1hemsclvn arr 1ivcn below . Rc<id each itatcment and then
~l:1..::.e:1 in it>e ar,pro~ri:i1e circlr. to :he rii,ht of the sm~men( t~ ;ndj..:a1~ how you feel ri1h1110w, 1h.i1 is,"' 1Jus mom,nt. Thcr~ arc no ri&hl
or wrnna ar.)wc:rs. Do no1 spend 100 much lime on any one uatcmcnl
but ji\·c 1hc amwer whi,h seems to d~ribc your present fcctinp bc)l,
I. I llTI Lalin ................................................. . .
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1
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3)

N. I fL·l·I ~atillht:d ....... . .. . . .. . .......... . ......... . .. , .. . , • • • • •

f.

,.

1'

'D

i

l
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'D

·t

·r
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l)

·t

:I>

'l)

'.t

'D

'D

'il

~

:.D

1)

1)

l)

I,

1)

~~

..

tj)
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$

'.j)

·$

Q:

'.l:

,. I

10. I

.1111

fl·L·!

u111ili1rt;.ible
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..................... , • • • • • · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
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SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
STAI•·-- y.z

N a m e - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Dilte - - - - - - DIRECTIONS: A number of slatemenu which people have used to
describe lhcm5elvcs arc &,iven below. Read ca4;h U&Lcmcnt and then
blacken in the appropriate circle to the riaht of the atatcmcnt to indic.te how you ,~nerally feel. There arc no riaht or wrona answers. Do
not spend too much time on any one 11.atcrncnt but &,ivc Lhc answer
which sccnu to describe how you ac:ncrally fc:cl.
2 i . I feel plea~m

....... ............... ··························

(D

22. I feel nervoua and rcstlcsa

<D

(j)

23 . I feel ~tidied with myself

<D

(i)

24 . I wish I could be as happy as others seem to be ................ ,

<D

(J)

(1)

(i)

25. I frcl like a failure

. .. .. . ........ . .. . .. . ........... , ..... , . . . .

(])

(1)

(J)

©

. . . .. . .. . . . .. .. .. .. .. ..... .................. .....

<D

(I)

(I)

(i)

<D

(J)

(J)

©

28. J feel thiit difficulties are piling up so that J cannot overcome them

(J)

(I)

(1)

©

2~. J worry too muc.:h over somethinK that really doesn't m.auer . . . . . .

<D

(J)

Q)

©

30. l am happy .. . .... , .... . ........ . ....................... •. • • •

<D

(I)

a>

<D

31 . J have disturbing thoughts ............................... , . , . .

<D

(I)

:1)

©

::!:.?. l l;,u:k sclf-wnfidcncc .... . ....... . ............... , ....... •. • • •

<D

(I)

(J)

<D

33. I feel secure ................... , ............... , , ... , .. • • • • • •

(J)

(1)

(l)

<ii

!~ . I m.tkc decisions easily ................. , . , ...... , , . , • •, • • • • • • •

ID

(I)

(J)

©

35. l f cd inadequate ...... . .. . ..... . ... , .......... , , • • • • • • • • • • • · •

ID

(J)

(l)

©

.... .................... ·························

<D

(J)

(J)

(j)

(D

(J)

(l)

(j)

(J)

(J)

(J)

©

(J)

Q)

(J)

a>

<D

(J)

Q)

(i)

26 . I feel rested

27 . I am "calm. cool. and collc,tcd"

::!6 . I am content

:n.

.. .... .... .....................

Some unimportant 1hought runs through my mind and bothers me

38. I take diuppointmenu so keenly lhat I can't put them ou, of my

mind ........................................................
!9. I am a steady person

................... , ... , , • • • •·· • • · · · · · · · · ·

40. I get in a state of tension or turmoil u I thin~ over my recent concerna
and interesu ...................... , . • • • • • • • • • · • · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
t:u~n(lu I Y68. I Y77
~

tJ t:ll.,l,1

D.
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A number of statements which people have used to describe
themselves are given below. Read each statement and then press
the number on the keyboard which best describes how you feel right
now, that is, at this moment. Once you have made your selection,
then press the return key.
There are no right or wrong answers.
Do not spend too much time on any one statement, but give the
answer which seems to describe your present feelings best. If,
before you have pressed return, you decide you would like to
change your answer, press the left arrow key (located on the
bottom right-hand side of the keyboard) and then the new choice.
Once you press return, no changes may be made.
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